The four letters refer to the new system as Grade Groups rather than ISUP grade. This terminology appears in the latest edition of the WHO classification [7] ; however, it should be noted that this was not adopted by consensus but was rather a stop-gap measure proposed by the Chair of the WHO Prostate Cancer Committee. While the final sentence of the definitive grading paper is 'The new grading system and the terminology Grade Groups 1-5' has also been accepted by the WHO for the 2016 edition of Pathology and Genetics. Tumours of the Urinary System and Male Genital Organs [7] . The phrase and the terminology 'Grade Groups 1-5' was added to the proof of the article, and was done so without the knowledge of at least some of the authors. As such, this statement is not endorsed by the ISUP. It should be noted that the term 'Grade Group' is entirely inappropriate as the new grading system is a combination of both Gleason scores and Gleason grades and, indeed, is primarily score based.
Interestingly, there has been much debate in the pathology literature concerning the terminology and content of the new grading system and it is clear that the grading system requires modification. We have recently outlined some of these concerns regarding both grading terminology and criteria elsewhere, including a commentary in BJUI [8] [9] [10] [11] , however, this appears to have been overlooked by the authors of the letters. Such is our concern that we have made recommendations regarding a re-working of the system [9] [10] [11] .
Over the years the ISUP has endorsed recommendations regarding issues relating to prostate and renal cancer reporting [12, 13] ; however, these have never been the subject of a directive in the literature with respect to their implementation. We believe to do so is inappropriate and this has the effect of stifling academic debate. No such encouragement/requirement in relation to prostate cancer grading has appeared in the pathology literature and we believe that this is entirely appropriate. Free debate is the lifeblood of science and this should be actively promoted.
